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INTRODUCTION

his CY 1998 report is the second comprehensive Ul PERFORMS Annual Report. It

is intended to give a representative overview of Unemployment Insurance operational
performance during the 12 months ending December 31, 1998. Thus, it presents the results of
key indicators of the full range of UI operational performance—benefits, appeals, tax and cash
management. At various times, the Department may supplement this report with reports in
greater depth on individual areas, or present the same material using a different format.

UI PERFORMS

UI PERFORMS is the umbrella term adopted to designate the Department’s closed-loop
system for promoting continuous improvement in UI operational performance. The goal of Ul
PERFORMS is to ensure that the system’s ultimate customers—UI beneficiaries and subject
employers—receive ever-increasing quality of services. Key elements of the enhanced system
are a revised set of performance objectives, developed in partnership with the States, for which
the Department and the States will be held accountable; increased validation of data reported;
and revitalized performance planning and improvement processes. In 1996, UIS began efforts
to revise and enhance the various components of this closed-loop system as part of the UI
PERFORMS initiative. The Department realized it would take several years to implement all
changes envisioned; therefore, it phased in changes to the various components as they were
completed. Most initial efforts focused on implementing or changing the system’s three principal
performance measurement modules. These are the Tax Performance System (TPS) which
assesses the timeliness, completeness and accuracy of tax processing operations; the
Benefit Accuracy Measurement (BAM) program which assesses accuracy of benefit
payments and eventually decisions to deny; and Benefits Timeliness and Accuracy (BTQ) which
embraces measurements of the timeliness and quality of benefit claims, payment and appeals
operations. The performance indicators in this report are drawn from those systems plus the
report on Benefit Payment Control activities.

To assess the state of performance and promote continuous improvement, the two
advisory groups which have developed and guided the implementation of the UI
PERFORMS system identified over 50 key performance measures. They designated ten
of the most important of these as “Tier I’ measures and instructed the Department to
establish uniform national criteria for them representing minimally acceptable
performance. States performing below a criterion would be required to include a
corrective action plan in their annual State Quality Service Plan. Persistent performance
below a criterion could result in various actions by the Department including the
withholding of administrative grants. Because these measures have national criteria, the
Tier I measures must be measured consistently and have comparable meanings in all States.
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In the fall of 1998 the Department asked the UI system and its stakeholders to comment on nine
of the original ten measures, and the national criteria identifying minimally acceptable
performance. (See Unemployment Insurance Program Letter (UIPL) 4-99 and Federal
Register Notice 63 FR 63544, November 20, 1998). The Department deferred seeking
comment on the tenth measure, timeliness of depositing tax contributions into the Clearing
Account, until some States could resolve measurement inconsistencies. In the spring of 1999,
the Department promulgated the final Tier I measures and their associated criteria by UIPL and
Federal Register Notice. Table 1, on page 5, lists the measures, their criteria, and when they
become effective. This report includes every State’s performance on all nine Tier I measures.

For a variety of reasons, the new measures and criteria become effective at various times
between the date of issuance of the UIPL and FY 2005. The measures and criteria now
used to implement the Secretary’s Standards for Initial Claims timeliness and Lower
Authority Appeals timeliness cannot be changed until the new Ul PERFORMS regulation
supersedes the regulations in which they are embodied. Some criteria are being delayed
to give States time to raise performance, which is now considerably below the criteria in
many States, or to work out measurement irregularities.

The UIPL which implements the new Ul PERFORMS Tier I measures also identifies the
so-called Tier II performance measures. Although many Tier Il measures cover
dimensions of performance as significant as Tier I measures, States may differ enough in
these areas that the measures have varying meanings from one State to another. Thus, the
Department will issue no national criteria for these measures. Instead, the States and the
ETA Regional Offices will negotiate performance targets for those being emphasized in
the current State Quality Service Plan (SQSP). Many of the performance measures
included in this report are Tier Il measures. Appendix B lists the complete set of Tier I
measures. This report includes State performance on about a third of the Tier II
measures.

THE MAIN UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS

Most of the UI performance measures use data from one of three measurement
subsystems: Benefits Timeliness and Quality, Benefit Accuracy Measurement, and Tax
Performance System. These were all developed to give a fuller view of State
performance and thus better to permit the Department to exercise its role as a partner in
ensuring that claimants and employers receive high-quality UI services.

The Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration (ETA),
Unemployment Insurance Service (UIS) has the responsibility by law, as mandated in
Title III of the Social Security Act, for assuring that State Employment Security Agencies
(SESAS) operate an effective and efficient unemployment insurance program. Various
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TABLE 1

Criterion
TIER | MEASURES Present| FY | FY 2002 | FY 2005
2000 SQSP or
New Reg
First Payment Timeliness
% of 1st Payments within 14/21 days: IntraState UI, full weeks 87 87
% of 1st Payments within 35 days: IntraState UI, full weeks 93 93
% of 1st Payments within 14/21 days: InterState UI, full weeks 70 70
% of 1st Payments within 35 days: InterState UI, full weeks 78 78
% of 1st Payments within 14/21 days: Intra + Inter State Ul,
UCFE, UCX Programs, full + partial weeks 90 90
% of 1st Payments within 35 days: Intra + Inter State UI,
UCFE, UCX Programs, full + partial weeks 95 95
Nonmonetary Determinations
% of Separation Issues determined within 21 days of Detection Date
(Intra + Inter State UI, UCFE, UCX) 80 80
% of Nonseparation Issues determined within 14 days of Detection
Date (Intra + Inter State UI, UCFE, UCX) 80 80
% of Separation and Nonseparation Determinations
with Quality Scores >80 points 75 75
Appeals
% of Lower Authority Appeals decided within 30 Days of Filing 60 60 60 60
% of Lower Authority Appeals decided within 45 Days of Filing 80 80 85 85
% of Lower Authority Appeals decided within 90 Days of Filing 95 95
% of Higher Authority Appeals decided within 45 Days of Filing 50 50 50
% of Higher Authority Appeals decided within 75 Days of Filing 80 80 80
% of Higher Authority Appeals decided within 150 Days of Filing 95 95 95
% of Lower Authority Appeals with Quality Scores at least 85% of
potential points 80 80 80
Tax/Cash Management
% of New Status Determinations within 90 days of Quarter End Date 60 60 60
% of New Status Determinations within 180 days of Quarter End Date 80 80 80
Acceptance Sample for Accuracy of 60 New Status Determinations
--Pass with No More than 6 Failed Cases Pass Pass
Days” Worth of Deposits in Clearing Account before Transfer to UTF <2
Ratio of average daily loanable balance in Clearing Account to Avg.
daily Transfer to UT < 175 < 1.0
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provisions of Federal law require that certain Ul activities be performed promptly and
accurately. Section 303(a)(1) of the Social Security Act requires, as a condition of a State's
receiving Ul administrative grants, “[sJuch methods of administration. . .as are found by the
Secretary of Labor to be reasonably calculated to insure full payment of unemployment
compensation when due.”

The UI PERFORMS measures computed using data from the BTQ, BAM, TPS and other
administrative data systems represent the Department’s continuing effort to provide ever
more accurate and useful information on the functioning of all UI program activities.
These systems are designed and managed with certain considerations in mind, primarily:

S Uniformity. Performance data are a major vehicle for program oversight. Thus the
Department tries to ensure that all States adhere to standard methodologies and
definitions so that results are statistically valid, comparable from one State to another
where possible, and present a consistent picture of State performance over time.

S State and Federal Responsibilities. The States have the primary responsibility not
only for conducting Ul operations but also for efficiently implementing and
administering measurement systems. The Federal responsibility is to ensure data
integrity and consistency through the establishment of definitions and procedures;
approve any changes in methodology; establish monitoring procedures and operations;
review the samples of cases investigated by the States; provide assistance and training to
States; provide standard formats for data release; and evaluate results. The Federal
responsibility also includes the analysis of data to diagnose problems with national
implications or remedies and maintenance of a national database. The Federal partner
provides technical assistance to States in case investigations, statistical theory, data
analysis and use of applications software.

S Program Improvement Orientation. The major value of performance data is their
usefulness in improving Ul operations. They are designed to support State program
improvement strategies and help States evaluate the effects of previous attempts to
improve operations by identifying where and why errors occur, and their extent. State
staff are trained in data analysis for this purpose. Reported data frequently need to be
supplemented by other information if program improvements are to be structured. For
this reason, the Department has encouraged States to undertake program improvement
studies--analyses and/or data gathering studies intended to lead to program improvement
actions. The recent reductions in BAM sample sizes were intended to free resources for
further studies and improvements.
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Benefit Accuracy Measurement System

The UI Benefit Accuracy Measurement (BAM) program, formerly Benefits Quality Control
(BQC), became mandatory in the fifty States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico on
October 5, 1987, for operation in calendar year (CY) 1988. This is the eleventh year for which
calendar year data from the program have been published.

BAM is a diagnostic tool used to identify payment errors and measure the effect of
previously initiated corrective actions. BAM is based on random samples of Ul
payments. The sampling procedures are designed to produce samples that are
representative of a State's universe of paid Ul claims. Each sample represents one
compensated week of benefits. Each case in the sample is thoroughly reviewed for
compliance with the State's Ul laws, regulations, policies, and operating procedures.
BAM’s premise is that dollars overpaid and underpaid can be estimated by projecting the
results from a State's BAM sample to its entire population of payments. The BAM
program gathers information to assist States in developing program improvement plans to
correct problems in their Ul benefit payment systems and to enable them to measure the
effects of implementing those plans. States also use this information in implementing
policies to ensure accurate administration of their laws, regulations, and operating
procedures.

The Department has one overriding goal for BAM: to ensure that the Ul program
operates with the highest degree of accuracy attainable within available administrative
resources. The BAM methodology is a sound means for measuring the accuracy of State
UI administration, and thus, BAM is an integral part of the Secretary's oversight system.
It is the major vehicle by which the Department oversees the accuracy of State Ul benefit
payments.

Readers are strongly cautioned that it may be misleading to compare one State’s
BAM overpayment and underpayment rates with those of other States. No two
States’ written laws, regulations, or policies specifying eligibility conditions are
identical, and differences in these conditions influence the potential for error.
States with stringent, complex provisions will tend to have higher overpayment
rates than those with simpler, more straightforward provisions, for example.

Program Development. The basic concept of intensive investigations of small but
representative samples of cases was first applied to Ul in the late 1970s. A National
Commission on Unemployment Compensation (NCUC) study in six metropolitan areas
revealed that the “true error rate” of UI payments in the test sites was several times higher
than that reported by the measurement systems then in place. One important conclusion
was that field verifications must supplement desk reviews to accurately estimate the Ul
payment error rate. The Department applied the approach, now called Random Audit (RA), at
the State level and by 1984, 46 States operated RA programs.
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In the summer of 1983, an Interagency Benefit Payment Oversight Committee reviewed the
findings from RA and other systems for measuring and correcting payment errors in the UI
system and recommended that the Department establish a Ul Quality Control program. After
developmental work and policy review, most States began implementing the Benefits Quality
Control (BQC) program on a voluntary basis in April 1986. The BQC program was
established by regulation on September 3, 1987.

In July 1993, following a period of pilot testing, States were permitted to conduct certain
portions of the field verifications by mail, telephone and fax instead of in person. In
1996, the Department began implementing other changes to BAM recommended by the
Performance Enhancement Workgroup (PEWG). The program’s name was changed to
Benefit Accuracy Measurement from Benefits Quality Control, and States no longer were
required to release their annual error rates to the public media. On January 1, 1997,
allocated annual sample sizes were reduced to 360 in the ten smallest States and 480 in
the rest, and States were given the option of conducting all aspects of verifications by
mail, phone and fax. The Department also began designing a pilot test of the use of the
BAM methodology to determine the accuracy of decisions denying eligibility.

Program Scope. BAM covers the three largest permanently authorized unemployment
compensation (UC) programs: regular State UI (including benefits paid on the basis of
combining wages), the federally-funded Unemployment Compensation for Federal
Employees, and Unemployment Compensation for Ex-service members. Together, these
programs accounted for 92.8% of benefit outlays in CY 1997. The BAM sample does
not include UC benefits paid under Trade Adjustment Assistance, Disaster
Unemployment Assistance, the interstate arrangement, or any Federal extended benefits
program.

Although denied claims and appeals are not directly investigated, the BAM universe
includes approximately 86% of all decisions. BAM covers monetary, separation, and
nonmonetary/nonseparation issues which affect the claimant's eligibility for benefits but
directly samples only those which the agency decided to pay. The BAM underpayment
rate is based on payments which are less than the amount the claimant should have
received. BAM underestimates the underpayment rate because erroneously denied
claims are not identified. A successful 5-State pilot test of applying the BAM
methodology to measuring denied claim accuracy (including claims filed on an interstate
basis) concluded in September 1998. The Department intends to include some denial
decisions in the BAM program in 2000. The quality, including the accuracy, of benefit
appeal decisions is reviewed and assessed quarterly under the BTQ system. There is no
plan to incorporate appeal decisions into BAM.



Ul PERFORMS ANNUAL REPORT CY 1998
INTRODUCTION

CY 1998 Sample Size. The States received sufficient resources to investigate a total of 23,760
cases in CY 1998. Individual State sample sizes varied, with the ten smallest States receiving
resources to investigate a sample of 360, and the 42 larger States receiving resources to
investigate a sample of 480, cases per year. Some States chose to draw larger samples, and
26,353 cases were completed in CY 1998, an average of 507 cases per State.

Data Collected. BAM investigators compile a data record on each case consisting of up
to 116 required elements and any additional elements defined and collected at each State's
discretion. Since all States have computerized records on weeks compensated, many of
the data elements can be transferred from the state’s mainframe database directly to the
BAM computer record at the time the case is selected for investigation. This both
reduces coding time and minimizes coding and data entry errors.

Most elements pertain directly to Ul eligibility, relating to the claimant’s benefit history,
base period work, monetary eligibility, reason for separation, ability to work, availability
for work, and work search effort. Data on age, sex, and ethnic classification are gathered
to verify the representativeness of the BAM samples. The data record concludes with
elements related to error classification, including type of error (if any), amount of error,
the responsible party, the cause, and the point of detection. Multiple errors can be
detected in the course of one BAM case investigation and documented in the database.

The Department provides each State with computer hardware and software to store,
retrieve, and analyze its own BAM data. States also have received remote terminals,
printers, and modems so that outstationed investigators can enter case information
directly in the BAM computer record.

Data Collection Methodology. The BAM investigator obtains information pertaining to
the monetary, separation, and continuing eligibility issues for the payment selected, and
various claimant characteristics. This is done through in-person and telephone contacts
with the claimant, various employers, and third parties such as labor unions and
employment agencies identified by the claimant. This information is compared to agency
records to determine its impact on the accuracy of the payment received by the claimant.
The BAM investigation also determines whether decisions conformed to State law,
policy, and procedures.

Benefits Timeliness and Quality

Development. The existing Benefits Timeliness and Quality (BTQ) measurement suite is a lineal
descendent of the Quality Appraisal measures. These were initially developed in 1975 by a
Federal-State task force. It developed a comprehensive system called the Performance
Appraisal Package after considering all existing performance and promptness measures.
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The Performance Appraisal consisted of three measurement systems: “A Performance Based
Quality Control Program for Nonmonetary Adjudication™ (known as QPI), the Appeals Quality
Package, and portions of a State UI Self Appraisal. The results of the new appraisals were
reviewed by the National Office together with States and Regional Offices, and Desired Levels
of Achievement (DLLAs) were established for many of the activities reviewed. DLAs were first
established for Fiscal Year 1978 and were revised along with the evaluation package, which
was renamed “Ul Quality Appraisal” in 1979. The DLAs were used to supplement the
Secretary's Standards to measure the quality of State operations. Secretary's Standards are
mandated in two areas: timeliness of processing lower authority appeals (20 CFR 650) and
timeliness of intrastate and interstate first benefit payments (20 CFR Part 640).

The results of the UI Quality Appraisal of all major UI State program activities, reviewed
by Regional and National Offices, were distributed to each State to be used in the State
Annual Program and Budget Plan (PBP). The data also were published in a UI Quality
Appraisal annual report. This mode of presentation served more than one purpose. It
indicated levels of performance, absolutely and relative to other States, and by giving
performance relative to Secretary's Standards or DLAs it also served as the document of
record for determining whether corrective actions plans had to be included in the annual
Program Budget Plan submitted by each State.

Because technological changes in SESA operations had made new systems of oversight
both possible and necessary, the Department of Labor (DOL) initiated the Performance
Measurement Review (PMR) project in 1988 to review and improve the Quality
Appraisal measures. The QA process had not been subjected to in-depth review since the
mid-1970's. Increasing use of automated and electronic systems, and other operational
changes, had transformed the delivery of UI services to the public.

PMR was designed and completed in three phases. The first phase consisted of the
analysis of existing benefits time lapse and quality measures to determine their
legislative basis and to identify gaps or overlaps in measurement areas, the development
of new or revised measures, and the design for a field test of selected measures. State
and Federal Ul representatives carefully defined time lapse measures and quality
measures covering benefit payments, nonmonetary determinations, and lower and higher
authority appeals.

In the second phase of the project, six States conducted a 15-month field test of reporting
data for the time lapse and quality measures. The evaluation showed that the new
measures and the software developed for analysis of results could yield meaningful and
statistically valid information in a cost-effective manner.

The third phase involved nationwide implementation of the new benefits time lapse and quality
measures as a part of the new closed-loop management system, Ul PERFORMS, which was

10
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implemented in Ul in 1996. The nonmonetary promptness measure, implemented using the
detection date of an issue on a claim as the starting point, was not field tested, but was included
for implementation at the recommendation of the State-Federal Performance Enhancement
Work Group after completion of the field test.

The new measures were embodied in a new “9050” series of reports. These new reports
required programming changes in every State to allow reporting of all the measures with
their new definitions and new intervals. State implementation of BTQ began with the
quality reviews of nonmonetary determinations and lower authority appeals. After
creating the universes for sampling, they drew the first samples in October 1996 for the
quarter ending September 30, 1996. In January 1997 States began collecting the data
from which the timeliness measures are calculated.

Changes in Reporting for Timeliness. The new timeliness measures incorporate changes
designed to improve performance measurement in several ways.

< Except for the implementation time lapse measurements for nonmonetary
determinations and lower authority appeals, which are derived from the quality review
instruments, all time lapse measures are based on universe data from automated records
instead of samples.

& They measure the performance of a wider universe of Ul activity than before. They
now include timeliness of continued weeks paid, the age of pending appeals cases, and
different measures for calculating the timeliness of nonmonetary adjudications.

S All of the new timeliness measures call for reporting of extended intervals to allow
analysis of the distribution of benefit activities. SESAs will be able to use the new range
of data for internal program assessment and to monitor their continuous performance
improvement programs.

Changes in Quality Assessment. Measures based on samples are used to track the quality
of SESA nonmonetary determinations and lower authority appeals. The BTQ system
made the following changes designed to improve overall assessment:

& The samples are drawn by computer from the time lapse universes of nonmonetary
determinations and lower authority appeals, ensuring that the sampling process is

completely random.

< The universe of determinations includes all issues with the potential to affect the
claimant’s present or future benefit eligibility, not just the major categories.

11
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< The review instrument for assessing the quality of nonmonetary determinations was revised
to give additional weight to the quality of the written determination. The instrument used to
evaluate lower authority appeals was modified little and so scores will closely resemble those
reported through the QA process.

< The new database for the quality scores is a micro database—enabling analysis of individual
cases and individual quality elements.

S Nonmonetary adjudications are subjected to a tripartite review each quarter. In one
review each year, two State reviewers and one Federal reviewer must be included to
minimize subjectivity and improve consistency.

< The State automated system furnishes information about the records selected for
review, including the date of the nonmonetary determination, the program, and the issue.
The quality reviewer adds further information during the review process, including scores
for quality criteria and the date that the result of the nonmonetary determination or appeal
decision was applied to the claim. Completed review data is entered into the Ul
automated data base, which generates scores for individual records and overall scores for
quarterly State performance.

< State sample sizes for nonmonetary determinations quality reviews are based on their
nonmonetary activity levels reported in the preceding calendar quarter. States reporting
fewer than 100,000 determinations draw quality samples of 60 each quarter; for others
samples are 100 each quarter.

Benefit Payment Control

The PMR initiative was originally intended to review Benefit Payment Control (BPC) measures,
but they were deferred in Phase 1. In 1996, a Federal-State workgroup developed 10
measures which were field-tested in three States. In 1998, the UIS circulated two of the tested
measures for comment to the Ul system but neither received strong support. Until revised
measures are implemented, the Department will continue to report the BPC measures for which
the Quality Appraisal system specified DLAs. These are the proportions of both fraud and
nonfraud overpayments established in the current period which the agency collected.

12
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Tax Peformance System

Development. The Department developed the Tax Performance System (TPS) to assist in
exercising its general oversight responsibilities toward the UI program and to help meet its
responsibility to protect and maintain the soundness of the Unemployment Trust Fund. At the
time the Department began the development of the Benefits Quality Control (BQC) program in
1983, tax oversight consisted principally of review of data reported on the ETA 581
(Contribution Operations) report and periodic program reviews, and reviews of Trust Fund
operations. The annual Quality Appraisal Results included indicators for which DLLAs had
been set: Status Determinations Promptness; Field Audit Penetration; Report Delinquency;
Collections Promptness; Promptness of Deposit to the Clearing Account; and two Trust Fund
deposit transfer timeliness measures. There was also a measure of field audit performance with
no DLA. The long-term Quality Control program design envisioned a tax component.

In 1988 a Revenue Quality Control (RQC) Task Force comprising a small Federal staff
assisted by State tax specialists was established to design a quality control program for
tax operations. In 1990, the basic system, called Core RQC, was pretested in eight States.
In the next two years, eight other States formally pilot tested the RQC approach. In 1993,
49 States began implementing the RQC design voluntarily. Mandatory implementation
began in 1995 with changes to the form ETA 581, to obtain data needed for the new
Computed Measures. All States implemented all aspects of RQC in January 1996. RQC
was later renamed the Tax Performance System.

Methodology. The TPS approach divides tax operation into major functional
components. For each function, it specifies key performance objectives based on three
basic dimensions of quality: timeliness, accuracy, and completeness. There are
performance indicators to measure the attainment of each objective. Measures and
review techniques were selected to emphasize quality, cost-effectiveness, and reliance on
data obtained as a by-product of ongoing program operations. Because TPS was
designed to provide information which tax units can use directly to guide program
improvement, it also seeks to gather and disseminate information on best practices in
addition to methods for identifying weaknesses. The complete TPS “package” has three
assessment components: (1) for timeliness and completeness, Computed Measures; (2)
for accuracy, Program Reviews; and (3) to identify best practices, Methods Surveys.

13
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TABLE 2
REVIEW METHODOLOGIES
TAX FUNCTION COMPUTED PROGRAM REVIEW METHODS
MEASURES Sys Rev & Sampling SURVEY

STATUS
DETERMINATION % % v
CASHIERING %
REPORT
DELINQUENCY % % v
COLLECTIONS % % v
FIELD AUDIT % % v
ACCOUNT
MAINTENANCE %

Table 2 shows the methodologies used to review the various tax functions. The combination of
Computed Measures, System Reviews, Acceptance Samples, and Methods Surveys is shown
in detail to present a well-rounded assessment of each function.

Timeliness and Completeness. Most of the information on timeliness and completeness of Ul
tax functions were taken from program data obtained from the key tax report, ETA 581. These
indices are termed “Computed Measures”. The ETA 581 report was revised to ensure that
States collected the data for calculating the computed measures.

Accuracy. The Benefits Quality Control model for measuring accuracy—reviewing large
samples of end products was found to be expensive and difficult to apply in the tax
environment. Instead, a two-step methodology based on financial and program audits
was developed, which TPS terms Program Review.

14
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S Systems Review. Staff first review each tax function thoroughly to ensure that all internal
controls are in place. Unless a problem is indicated, or a program change has been initiated,
these reviews only take place once every four years.

S Acceptance Sample. To ensure that the internal controls are operating as intended to
produce timely and accurate outputs, every year a sample of completed work is examined. The
reviewer extracts a small “Acceptance Sample” of sixty cases of each tax functions' output and
examines it for accuracy. Failure of three or more cases out of the sample will cause the entire
sample to fail, leading to the conclusion that there is not “reasonable assurance” the function is
operating with an acceptable level of accuracy.

The combination of a thorough front-end review and a small acceptance sample
efficiently establishes a reasonable assurance of accuracy, directly identifies any areas of
program weakness, and immediately indicates where program improvements are needed.
If there is a need to know the actual level of a particular tax function's problem, the
Acceptance Sample can be readily expanded into a much larger Estimation Sample.

Best Practices. To identify best practices in several tax functions, TPS has designed
Methods Surveys. States are required to complete these every four years. Plans are
underway to compile and distribute information on best practices to States and Regions.

This Tax Performance System section of the Ul PERFORMS Annual Report for CY
1998 presents only data from the Computed Measures and Acceptance Samples because
the System Reviews' examination of State internal controls contains too much detail to
present in a brief format without distortion. In addition, Systems Reviews are intended
largely to guide State program and Regional staff. Data from Methods Surveys will be
compiled and analyzed later, as the necessary programming is delayed because of year
2000 priorities. However, the combination of Computed Measures and Acceptance
Sample results provides a concise overview of the quality of State tax operations.

15
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his chapter is divided into three main sections. The first section presents a brief

overview of the recent economic conditions and the resultant movement in certain Ul
tax and benefit activities. The second shows the movement of major benefit payment
activities and then 